or he did not feel there was enough to record; entries become increasingly brief towards the end. Harding does not seem to have kept this style of diary again; between 1933 and 1979, he moved to using smaller, pocket-sized diaries, with only brief notes on his activities, and later in his life, seemed to have forgotten that he had ever kept a journal-style diary at all (Harding 1979: xi) .
Harding's photographic album includes images captured between November 1926 and early 1927: seven photographs taken en-route to Palestine (Figures 1 and 2) , 12 photographs of Gaza, three from a visit to Beersheba, and 25 black and white images from the Tell Jemmeh excavations (Figures 3-15) . Several of the latter might be considered documentation of the site from an archaeological point of view, presenting different aspects of the tell and surviving landscape (Figures 3 and 4) , and various views of excavations in progress (Figures 7-9 , 15). But there are also more personal images: a group photograph of Harding and his European team members ( Figure 12) ; colleagues taking a break by the side of the trench ( Figure 11) ; Hilda Petrie, swagger stick in hand, listening to a Bedouin woman ( Figure 14) ; staff attending a fantasia (Figure 13 ), and views of the dig house where they lived and worked (Figures 5 and 6 ). There were also images of a local house, and a man using a camel to plough his field (Figure 10 ).
These prints were stuck into the album with only minimal captioning, either labelling an entire page of images-e.g. 'Jemmeh 1926-7'- or pointing to a specific image-e.g. 'House building', or 'Prof. Petrie'. The viewer is therefore often left to guess what specific item or activity was being observed, or why the photograph had been taken. The quality of the images is variable: some of the prints lack sharpness or are poorly lit, and several are now faded or creased. They were, of course, only ever intended as a private record, and although Petrie occasionally made use of photographs taken by his staff in his site publications, none of the Jemmeh images that appear in Harding's archive made it into the official record in this way.
The information gleaned from Harding's Jemmeh diary and photographic album can be fleshed out from a number of other sources. The excavation has its official record, in the form of published material (Petrie 1927a (Petrie , 1928 , as well as unpublished field notebooks, glass slides and some black and white photographs held in the Petrie archive at the UCL Institute of Archaeology. There are also unofficial records of what went on, as represented by oral histories and biographical notes in the UCL Harding Archive (Anon. n.d. 1; Macdonald 2014), Petrie's personal pocket diary for that year (Petrie 1926-27; Del Vesco 2013) , private letters written during the course of the work (Drower 2004 ; Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology Drower Archive), and even some stereoscopic images taken of the dig during a site visit (Library of Congress 2018). These different sources often complement or corroborate each other. Thus Harding's photographs provide a good counterpoint to Hilda Petrie's written descriptions in her letters home, while his daily journal helps us understand the more enigmatic notes in Petrie's brief pocket diary entries or things that receive only a brief mention in the site publication, as well as showing us a different perspective to events described elsewhere by Hilda. Interesting differences may also be noted between the private and official records of the dig. While Harding's trench shots, for example, incorporate the human element while capturing work in progress, Petrie's are more static, focusing on the architecture rather than the excavation process. Out of the 20 images Petrie published of excavated areas, only three include people, and they tend to be peripheral to the scene. Harding and Petrie's photographs appear to have been driven by different sets of priorities.
A Short Biography of Gerald Harding
Gerald William Lankester Harding was born in Tianjin, China in 1901, but spent his childhood years in Singapore, before returning to London just before the First World War (Winnet 1980: 127) . After his father was killed in the landing at Gallipoli (Starkey 1936a ), Harding supported himself with a number of jobs, working variously for a printing company and as a furniture salesman (Eyre and Spottiswoode n.d.; Anon. n.d.: 2) . He came to Middle Eastern archaeology through a passion for ancient Egypt, first inspired by reading issues of The Children's Encyclopedia, and further developed by reading widely on the subject as a young man. He taught himself elementary hieroglyphs, and during a chance meeting with Francis Griffith at the Egypt Exploration Society exhibition at Burlington House in 1924, was encouraged to visit Petrie's annual exhibition at Gower Street, where he saw a notice for evening classes in Egyptology (Anon. n.d.: 2) . This led to him studying under Margaret Murray at University College, who persuaded him to write to Flinders Petrie about a career in archaeology (Anon. n.d.: 2). Petrie wrote an encouraging letter in reply: 'If you can put up with the chance of a bad year or two, without pay, then excavating is a good opening, and it may lead to American posts afterwards', and suggested that they meet (Petrie 1926) . It was later arranged that Harding would go on Petrie's next dig, with Petrie reportedly paying his fare and board; Harding cashed in a life insurance policy to provide further financial support (Anon. n.d.: 2) . While Harding was disappointed to find out the dig would be in Palestine, not Egypt, it did not put him off (Anon. n.d., 2), and he would go on to become an important member of Petrie's field staff for the next few years, excavating for him at Tell Jemmeh (1926) (1927) , Qau (1927 ), Tell Fara (1927 -1930 and Tell el-'Ajjul (1930 .
His subsequent career also proved highly successful. He went off to assist James Leslie Starkey in excavations at Lachish (1932 Lachish ( -1936 , before taking up the post of Curator of the Department of Antiquities of Transjordan in 1936. Correspondence in the Harding archive shows how reluctant Starkey was to lose Harding, although he fully supported what was then a major advance in his career (Starkey 1936b Jordan (1979) : as a young student on my first dig in the Middle East in the late 1980s, this was considered the book to have when touring archaeological sites, and we would go nowhere without it. It is strange then, to think of this authoritative figure having a younger, more inexperienced self; but all archaeologists have to begin somewhere.
A Background to Petrie and the Archaeology of British Mandate Palestine
Before embarking on an exploration of Harding's time at Tell Jemmeh, it is worth examining the regulatory structures and organisation underlying British work in Palestine at the time the dig took place. Petrie had last worked in the region in 1890, when he excavated the site of Tell el-Hesi for the Palestine Exploration Fund (Drower 1995: 159-163) . Much had changed since that time. The Ottoman Empire had been dissolved, and in the aftermath of the First World War, the Department of Antiquities for Palestine was established in 1920 as part of the British colonial administration, under the direction of John Garstang, a friend and former colleague of Petrie's (Moorey 1991: 49; Gibson 1999: 115) . A new antiquities law was developed, with the guidance of representatives from the French, American and British schools of archaeology in Jerusalem, who were to maintain an advisory role to the Department (Bentwich 1924: 252) . This framework very much favoured foreign excavators and colonial interests. Amongst the provisions of the regulations that came into force, was an agreement that finds from fieldwork would be divided between the Department of Antiquities and the excavator (Antiquities Ordinance 1920: part V section 5.1). The acquisition of portable antiquities that could be sold on to museums or collectors was an important source of income for many excavations, and this seems to have been a major factor in Petrie's decision to move his sphere of operations in 1926 from Egypt, where such object divisions were no longer allowed, to Palestine (Drower 1995: 355-356, 363-364; Sparks 2013b: 2-3 ; for a discussion of the impact of this policy of 'partage' in Egypt, see Stevenson 2013) .
When he returned to Palestine, Petrie would have found not only a new government, but also a new Palestinian archaeology. He could no longer be considered a pioneer in this field; his early work at Hesi had been added to by several decades of excavation and accumulation of knowledge. Petrie has been criticised for having little awareness of current field methods or results at this time (Moorey 1991: 60) , although it may be more accurate to say that he was aware of the work that others were doing, without necessarily being influenced by it himself (Sparks 2007: 4) . This is not to say that the 72-year old Petrie was no longer capable of innovation. At Jemmeh, he was to modify his previous excavation techniques, exposing, planning and then removing large horizontal layers of occupation, rather than simply recording and backfilling them, as had been his practice on many of his Egyptian sites (Sparks 2007: 5) . Moreover, the broad strata that Petrie identified are generally viable (e.g. Van Beek 1993) , although there was no attempt to separate occupation debris from fills and constructional layers, preventing any detailed understanding of the way the site developed; the quality and incompleteness of surviving field records is also an issue. It is not known how much of the strategy at Jemmeh was Petrie's own, and how much can be attributed to his field director, Leslie Starkey, or indeed any other member of his staff. When reconstructing field practice and decision making, the Petrie mythos tends to obscure local realities. It is often only when we get to examine the private record, as represented by letters and diaries, that we can obtain a more complete understanding of actual events. For more detailed discussion of Petrie's field methods, see Sparks (2007) and (2013a).
Setting out for Jemmeh
Harding travelled out to Palestine with the Petries, leaving London by train on 14 November 1926, getting off first at Paris, then travelling on to Marseilles, where they boarded the SS Champollion, destination Alexandria (Petrie 1926-27) . Although Harding did not keep a travel diary, he took several photographs during the trip that help document what we know about it from other sources. These show Harding on board ship, posing casually by the handrail (Figure 1) , a lifeboat drill, 1920s style (Figure 2) of finds at the end of the season, lists of which may be found in the Israel Antiquities Archives (Mandate File ATQ/9/6), and so his paperwork must have been in order. The existing timeline suggests that arrangements must have been made fairly hastily at the start of the season, considering that the decision to excavate at Jemmeh was not taken until after the team arrived in Palestine.
Excavating Jemmeh
Harding's Jemmeh diary begins on 17 December 1926-nearly two weeks after he had first arrived at the site. His decision to begin keeping a daily record of events coincided with Petrie's arrival in the camp. In itself, this implies that the purpose of the diary was to document the excavations and dig activites, rather than as part of an ongoing record of Harding's life. His entries cover logistical activities such as the final stages of building the dighouse, cutting steps up the side of the tell, and making the road into the site navigable for cars; as well as day to day discoveries on the excavations, the different archaeological roles he took on, and the impact weather had on his work, punctuated by a few personal comments on his colleagues and descriptions of social events-including a long comic poem describing the dig's Christmas festivities. Whatever impulse drove Harding to begin the diary, he did not continue it for long, with the last entry being made on 19 January 1927, well before the official closing date of the dig on 15 May (Petrie 1928: 1) . For an annotated transcript of the diary entries, see Appendix A.
Hardings diary is revealing in many ways. On the one hand, it provides insights and further information about the actual process and progress of the dig, from the point of view of a new hand, fleshing out and sometimes even correcting the published record. On the other, it gives us historical perspective, allowing brief glimpses into the social life of a Petrie excavation and the Gaza expatriate community, and filling out in a more personal way the various characters that contributed to Harding's experiences. Combined, they allow us to better contextualise the Tell Jemmeh excavations, and this formative period in the history of archaeology in the region. The following discussion will now explore some of the content of the diary in more detail, demonstrating how it contributes to our understanding of different aspects of the Jemmeh project, and bringing in evidence from other sources where possible to help understand its significance.
Archaeological aspects
The Jemmeh team dug six days a week, for at least 18 weeks, employing anything up to 360 workers at a time (Petrie 1928: 3) . As a result, a great deal of material was uncovered, with six major strata exposed in an estimated 2,300 sq.m. area of the tell (Ben-Shlomo and Van Beek 2014: 4), in addition to work done in other areas. Most of the time Harding appears to have been involved in supervising men digging different parts of the tell (Figures 7-9) , either on the top, where the main excavations were, or down the side of the southern face; he also appears to have worked in an area south of the tell, where Roman remains were found. Friday was 'the weekend', with no digging, but even then, we hear that sometimes Harding helped Petrie with his surveying, or did levelling or pottery sorting, suggesting that work could be expected of staff even on rest days. We get a good sense of what Harding thought was exciting or important about the site by what he chose to discuss in his diary. Excavated features receive the occasional mention-from uncovering walls and rooms, to working on the 'round tower', which appears in his diary entries for 21 and 22 December. Petrie's pocket diary entry for the former also makes reference to this, with the term 'tower' crossed out and replaced with 'granary' (Petrie 1926-27) . It is therefore probably safe to assume that this was one of the circular late Persian/Hellenistic period granaries that were excavated at the site-most probably granary AA, which would have been the first of those dug (see Petrie 1928: 4, 8-9 , pls XIII-XIV). The team eventually excavated 11 of these structures (Petrie 1928: 8; Van Beek 1993: 673) .
Complete or intact pots recovered during excavations also raise some interest, as do sporadic other finds, such as ground stone tools, beads, glass vessels, and objects made of gold, often with some reference to who actually made the discovery.
Mohammed finds a set of pots on the cemetery site during the morning, and Hofneh finds a set almost identical on my work during the afternoon (diary entry 27 December 1926).
Chance finds are likewise considered worthy of note, from the scarab found right outside the dig compound gate, to Madge Starkey's scarab in two halves (diary entries 22 and 26 December 1926). As might be expected, more mundane material, such as the basket-loads of sherds the excavators must have been finding on a daily basis, do not make an appearance. Also missing is any clear description of the contexts for most of the items reported, or any discussion of their significance. In this, the material tends to be presented as treasure, rather than evidence, probably reflecting the state of Harding's still limited knowledge. This said, there are aspects of his phrasing and word choice in some entries that suggest he was beginning to develop a more professional vocabulary:
In the afternoon I struck a small pottery dump heap, also found a piece of onyx bead, and a haematite weight, which greatly excited Prof.: he says it weighs exactly 4 shekels-quite a discovery (diary entry 23 December 1926).
Harding is presumably picking up some more archaeological turns of phrase from listening to his excavation colleagues.
Neither Harding's photographic album or diary includes images of these or other artefacts from the dig, and he rarely gives any detailed information about the objects themselves-they tend to be rather generically describede.g. 'pots' or ' a piece of gold'. Unfortunately, this means that we cannot clearly identify most of the finds that he mentions in passing -not even the 4 shekel hematite weight referenced in the preceding quote. One suspects that some of the objects that Harding mentions had become noteworthy because, like this one, they had raised Petrie's interest in some way, and so became the subject of further discussion. We know, for example, that Petrie was particularly interested in ancient weights and measures; he carefully weighed and recorded all the objects he identified as such, with lists of weights appearing in several of his field notebooks, and a full page of his site report being devoted to the subject (Petrie 1928: 25-6, pl. LXVIII) . Similarly, the 'piece of Greek pottery' Harding refers to in his diary entry for 21 December was probably mentioned because of its perceived importance in establishing the date of the granary deposits (Petrie 1928: 4, XIX.20) . The scarab of Tuthmosis III picked up 'right outside the gate' is another such case (diary entry 22 December 1926); Petrie valued inscribed material as providing possible chronological anchors for his sites, and so used another scarab with a cartouche of Tuthmosis III to date his lowest stratum, J-K, to the 18th dynasty (1928, 4-5, pl. XIX.20) . In the end, this date proved too early, as later research has shown the scarab in question was actually produced in the 19th or 20th dynasties; that particular stratum more properly dates from the LBII to Iron IA periods (Keel 2013 Harding's diary entry for 30 December implies that the hopes of the dig season lay in finding pre-Roman remains:
As per usual: nothing very special appeared. Umbarak found a few beads with a child burial on the Roman cemetery, and one large tomb was found to contain about 20 bodies. What appears to be a tomb has been struck at a considerably lower level than the Roman ones, so there's hope yet.
This bias-in which even a Roman burial containing 20 bodies is not considered special-most probably originated with Petrie, who had already passed up the chance to dig Roman material at Gaza, and was looking for an earlier period site (1928: 1). In one of his letters, Petrie speaks of how 'Happily there is no Ro[man] or late G[ree]k layer on the tell' (Drower 2004, 232) . Despite this, some Roman period remains were excavated on the flat plain a quarter of a mile to the south of the mound, which included parts of four mosaic pavements and a cistern (Petrie 1928: 24) . It would appear that Harding supervised cleaning at least one of the mosaics, which he described in typically restrained fashion as being ' quite a nice affair' (see diary entry for 29 December). It is not clear why this area became the focus of work, considering Petrie's interest in earlier periods; perhaps it was initially explored as part of efforts to locate early period tombs. Petrie did not publish any detailed descriptions or photographs of the mosaics, and lack of funds meant the pavements remained in situ (Petrie 1928: 24) . As Petrie explained in a letter to his son John:
I reckon that it would cost at least £100 to take one up and pack it in sections; else more than that to lay it down properly elsewhere. As I do not know of any place that would house it, I fear these will be left to the plough. I tried to persuade the dis-trict Inspector to put up a guard house here, and so make use of the pavings, but he would not rise (Petrie 1927b: 3) .
The mosaics were accidentally re-exposed in 1945, and photographed by the Department of Antiquities before being backfilled; an image is now on file in the Israel Antiquities Authority archives (Husseini 1945) . The fate of these mosaics, and their invisibility in the published record, serves as a reminder of how much control archaeologists have over the creation of ' evidence'; they decide what should be recorded as significant, and what may be passed over and forgotten (El-Haj 2001: 13) .
Petrie also excavated an ancient cemetery, although it is not clear from the site report exactly where this was located, or what was found there, and unusually, no tomb cards appear to have been filled out for any of the graves within it. Harding's diary entries do give us some further information. The area was opened up on 26 December in the hope of finding tombs, but was not on the main tell. It may have been somewhere in the region of the Roman mosaics, although this was never explicitly stated. It sounds as though Harding did not work in the cemetery himself, as he usually describes it as something distinct from 'his work'. At the same time, he frequently reports on what happened there, perhaps because it offered more exciting finds than his own area (diary entries 27-28 and 30 December 1926; 2, 10 January 1927).
According to Petrie, the cemetery contained a series of narrow chamber graves, roofed with limestone slabs, supposedly without bones or objects (Petrie 1928: 24) . However Harding's account contradicts the official one, as shown by the child burial and large multi-use tomb described in his diary entry for 30 December, and cited earlier. Other objects were also found in the cemetery area, although it is not clear if any came from inside graves, including a 'set of pots', a piece of gold, and glass bottles (entries for 27 December and 2 January). A rubbish pit nearby was said to contain glass fragments, a Byzantine lamp and some little cups (Petrie 1928: 22, 24-25) ; this may be the medowa Harding mentions in his entry for 10 January.
Later period remains were also discovered on the top of the Jemmeh tell (or kom, as Harding calls it), in the form of a series of 'grain pits' and burials. Petrie calls these 'medieval Arab'; several contained Islamic glass bracelets (Petrie 1928: 25, pl. LXVIII.4-8) , and further study of these may be able to provide more precise dating (e.g. : Spaer 1988) . Subsequent excavations of the site by a team from the Smithsonian Institute in the 1970s and 1980s also found several burials in their uppermost phase; these were difficult to date because of lack of finds, but could have been anything from the Mamluk period to the present day (Ben-Shlomo and Van Beek 2014: 146; 574). Harding tells us his 'Arab' burials were encountered on 30 December, and treats them as a great inconvenience, an attitude quite likely picked up from his colleagues: the lack of a modern cemetery to ' obstruct work' is one of the reasons Petrie gives for choosing to dig at Jemmeh in the first place (Petrie 1928 : 1).
Several Arab burials appeared on top of the Kom, hindering work considerably, but fortunately the locals don't realise that they're Arab, so we can remove them all (diary entry 30 December 1926).
Harding's suggestion that removal would not have been possible had the locals realised the burials were Arab implies that the excavators resorted to a certain amount of subterfuge with their workforce when clearing this area. He shows no moral qualms at digging up historic, possibly even modern human remains; expresses no empathy for local cultural sensitivities, and does not consider the possibility of reburial. The ethics behind this deceit are not considered; Harding's only concern seems to be one of successful concealment. This attitude and approach would be unconscionable today.
It is worth noting here that, according to the Palestine Antiquities Ordinance of 1920, which the Jemmeh excavations were subject to, objects dating after 1700 AD were not deemed to be antiquities (Antiquities Ordinance 1920: part III, article 8.1), and so therefore could be safely disregarded by excavators, according to the official perspective. This definition of 'antiquity' remained active in subsequent ordinances. While human remains were not specifically covered at that time, the revised ordinance of 1929 stated that only human remains earlier than 600 A.D. were to be considered antiquities, suggesting that the Mandate authorities held a similarly dismissive attitude to Islamic and Ottoman period remains (Government of Palestine 1934: 1). This attitude demonstrates the bias underlying the colonial framework in which British archaeologists like Petrie and Harding were operating, in which certain categories and periods of cultural heritage were prioritised over others (El-Haj 2001: 71-72) .
While Petrie was clearly interested in finding earlier period graves, in the end only one was discovered, on a rise southwest of the cemetery, and of Middle Bronze Age date (Petrie 1928: 22, 24, pl. LXII, 'Cem. 1') . None of the other burials excavated, whether Roman or Arab, appear to have been assigned numbers or recorded in any way, which is odd, considering that Petrie had excavated many tombs previously in his work back in Egypt, and usually had good systems in place for managing information about them. Again, it may well reflect his own lack of interest in the material. The Arab burials receive only a passing mention in the site publication, by which time they have been defined as 'medieval' (Petrie 1928: 25) ; some of the human remains from these are now in the archives of the Duckworth Laboratory in Cambridge (As.66.1.1-4).
In his last diary entry, Harding talks about Petrie setting up a separate dig at Tell es-Shari'a (Tel Sera'), another site along the Wadi Ghazzeh (diary entry 19 January 1927). In the event, this project never materialised. Petrie had shown an interest in this site when he first started prospecting for somewhere to excavate that season, believing it to be the site of ancient Sharuhen, but preferred Jemmeh because of the lack of a 'modern' cemetery (Petrie 1928 : 1). Tell es-Shari'a was eventually dug by Eliezer Oren between 1976 and 1979 and found to have occupation ranging from the Chalcolithic down to the Mamluk period (Oren 1993 ). Petrie did correctly anticipate the impact of later period burials across the site on work there, with several hundred Muslim burials cutting into the archaeological levels immediately below (Oren 1993 (Oren : 1335 . It is no longer thought that Shari'a was the ancient city of Sharuhen; two other Petrie sites, Tell el-'Ajjul and Tell Fara, have subsequently been suggested as more likely candidates for this site (Kempinski 1974 ; see also Rainey 1993: 183*-184*).
Dig discomforts
Life on a dig was not always comfortable. The weather could be difficult and unpredictable, leading to some unpleasant days in the field, which Harding mentions in his diary. Petrie's pocket diaries also contain frequent notes about the weather, although his primary concern was its impact on the excavations. Drought was a major problem that year (Drower 2004: 241) , and there had been little rain at the start of the season, so that high winds occasionally led to dust storms that stopped digging (e.g.: diary entries 5 and 8 January; Drower 2004: 232, 235) .
Slight wind started to get up about 10.30, gradually increasing in power until by 3.30 there was another blinding duststorm raging. Fortunately Starkey managed to get another load of large stones on the roof, so I hope it won't blow off. I go first if it does (Diary entry 21 December 1926).
The drought had also impacted local farmers, and it was only when some rains came-which also interrupted work-that they were able to start sowing their crops (Figure 10 ; see diary entries for 12-14 January 1927).
Health could also be an issue. While Harding doesn't actually report on any ill health of his own, he does tell us that that Hilda was ill on five occasions, Petrie once, and that Starkey came down with jaundice mid-January, which left Harding in charge of managing field operations for several days (16-19 January). Petrie's pocket diary tells us that diarrhoea was sometimes an issue; the poor water quality at Jemmeh seems to have been a factor here (Drower 2004: 227, 230) , although others have attributed ill health on Petrie digs to the poor diet (Seton-Williams 1988: 41) . Later that season, there would also be an outbreak of mumps among the workers (Drower 2004: 241) .
Harding's diary shows a strong interest in food, not an uncommon theme in Middle Eastern digs, both past and present. This was probably made more acute by the Petries' notorious parsimony in this respect. It is said that Guy Brunton and Reginald Engelbach used to bribe their foreman to smuggle in alcohol and cheese when working for Petrie in Egypt (Smith 2003) . Trips to Gaza provided a welcome respite for Harding from the monotonous diet, which sometimes had an adverse affect on the dig morale (see diary entries 31 December 1926 and 14 January 1927).
Harding's illicit late-night meal of fried onions and toast (diary entry 13 January 1927), and the reference to ' onionless stew' on Christmas day similarly reminds us of Petrie's infamous ban on onions in his dig kitchens (diary entry 25 December 1926; Drower 1995: 384) . Food is certainly a major theme of Harding's Christmas poem, although the satirical tone makes it difficult to determine which of the treats described were actually present:
The feast is spread on the table: There's soup and onionless stew: And rice hot and cold with syrup of gold Peaches and gooseberries too. Then mince pies fresh from the homeland And cake with icing pink And candy and sweets, which are both special treats Then nuts and wine-I don't think.
However we can probably depend on the soup, stew, rice and golden syrup, all attested elsewhere. From Hilda's account of the same party, we learn that the main course was 'a grand stew and veg.', and that the mince pies were apparently real, brought in by Dr Parker (Drower 2004: 226) . But the wine was probably not present, as the Petries disapproved of alcohol (Drower 1995: 388) . While Harding appears to have continued the party outside-we are told he and the guards made 'music in the desert by turns'-Hilda turned to publication proofs to round off the evening (Drower 2004: 226) .
Social networks and personal relationships
All digs have internal hierarchies, which can be based on professional experience as well as time spent within a given project. But as Quirke has noted, excavations in the late 19th and early 20th century tend to have hierarchies based on principles both of colonisation ('us' versus 'the native') and social class (2010: 27-28, 47-48 ). Petrie's excavations had a structure that was fairly typical for their period, with Petrie and Hilda at the top of Figure 10 : A local man ploughs his fields, using a camel and what Hilda Petrie described as a 'Roman plough' (Drower 2004: 235) . Image courtesy of the UCL Institute of Archaeology.
the organisation, as the first and second in command of operations, followed by a small European staff whose individual status probably depended on their experience and actual value to the dig (Figures 11 and 12) . At Jemmeh, Leslie Starkey was the most senior of these: he had previously worked with Petrie at Qau, and directed his own excavations at Karanis in Egypt (Bierbrier 2012: 523-524) ; he could stand in for the Petries in dealings with the Department of Antiquities, and was in fact to be the sole director at Fara for two seasons, when Hilda stayed in England fundraising and Petrie was sent to Italy for his health (Petrie 1930a: 1; Drower 1995: 370, 375) . The remainder of the 'staff' were made up of 'students', as Hilda calls the younger members of the dig team (e.g. Drower 2004: 226, 229 and 235) . In reality, only two of Petrie's Jemmeh staff would qualify as current studentsHarding and Risdon both being members of Margaret Murray's hieroglyphs class back in London. Starkey's wife Madge, and Risdon's wife Lucy were at Jemmeh in support roles that included sorting and drawing pottery (Drower 2004: 230) ; neither appear to have had any formal archaeological training. Dr George Parker, who had been brought in for medical assistance, was a physician and medical lecturer in Bristol (Venn 1922: 24) ; it is not clear how he came to find himself working in archaeology, and he is usually treated as distinct from the 'students', perhaps because of his age and profession. In any case, it would appear that the term 'student' may well have been used simply as a generic term for Petrie's young field staff, rather than carrying any implications of academic endeavour.
As an inexperienced new member of the team, Harding would have come into this hierarchy at a comparatively low level, although as Petrie seems to have valued individuals on their usefulness and hard work, it does not seem to have taken Harding long to secure his place in the system and to work his way up in both Petries' esteem. He quickly became essential to the smooth running of Petrie's digs, as Starkey commented in a later letter to Henry Wellcome (Starkey 1936b) .
Beyond this, there was a sharp divide between the English and Middle Eastern staff, a divide Quirke frames as between the so-called 'skilled' labour of the foreign, supervisory staff, and 'native' labour of the greater workforce, with the real dividing line being one between literacy and supposed illiteracy in writing English; the former were given responsibility for documenting dig activities, the latter excluded from that role (2010: 46) . This division is also mirrored visually, through cultural differences in attire. In Harding's photographs, the clothing worn allows one to easily distinguish between the foreign archaeologists and Middle Eastern workers, as well as between Egyptian and local Bedouin, who differ in the manner of wearing their keffiyeh, or head scarf-the Egyptian workers wrap their headgear differently and do not wear an agal over the top. Representatives of all three groups may be seen seated in the foreground of Figure 13 . Similarly, the sticks adopted by both Flinders and Hilda Petrie in Harding attends a local fantasia. This was one of two such events he attended, the first on 9 January, and this one in April, to mark the end of Ramadan (Drower 2004: 243) . Unlike the first occasion, this fantasia took place in the daytime, and so Harding was able to capture it visually. Image courtesy of the UCL Institute of Archaeology.
the field seem to serve as some sort of symbolic marker of authority, although they probably were also of practical use (Figures 14 and 15) . At the top of the Middle Eastern hierarchy were trusted long-term members of Petrie's dig team, including his cook, Mohammed Osman el-Kreti, and seven workers from Quft who were brought in from Egypt to train the local bedouin in archaeological techniques-Hassan Osman, Umbarak, Sultan Bakhit, Mohammed Said, Ahmad Ali, Hofny Ibrahim and Sadiq Abdeen (James 1979: pls VII.4, XIV.2; Drower 2004: 216) . Just as some of these men gain recognition and identity in the pages of Harding's diary, as well as in Hilda and Flinders Petrie's private letters, they also feature in some of the official documentation surrounding Petrie's digs, such as post-Jemmeh correspondence relating to their rail travel from Egypt to Palestine, now in the British Mandate archives of the Israel Antiquities Authority (e.g.: ATQ/17/6). Informed by the invisible status created by a person's role on the dig and previous relationships with Petrie, and the visual status marker of how one dressed, a more physical boundary was also created by the architecture of the dig, in the form of the 'hosh', or dighouse courtyard, a space outside the various rooms used for sleeping and working, defined around its perimeter by a low mudbrick enclosure wall (Fig. 5) . Its height made this more of a symbolic than an actual barrier, but it helped create a liminal space between the world of the foreign archaeologists and the local workforce, with Europeans and select Middle Eastern staff authorised to work within its boundaries, and others largely kept without. This kind of physical separation has been noted on other projects in the colonial Middle East (Butler forthcoming; Carruthers 2019: 7) .
Another aspect of the social structure underlying the Petrie excavations is revealed somewhat incidentally by Harding's diary, when he describes how the workers were paid. This complex process is mentioned a couple of times, initially as a visual spectacle (17 December 1926), then as something of a difficult occasion (7 and 13 January 1927).
Men paid off at 5: great business. A table is brought out into a large open space near the tent, at which Starkey and I sit, me with my little black book, S[tarkey] with the money. All the men and boys, about 36 in all, assemble and divide into their various villages. They then squat on the ground round us, and we do them village by village, one man from each taking all the cash and doling it out to the others afterwards (diary entry 17 December 1926).
Harding's account gives us a glimpse into something of the social hierarchies within the team, with representatives from each village coming forward to receive pay for their own members, pointing to the maintenance of local power structures within the wider dig organisation. This was more than just an organisational tool however; Petrie was not above punishing all the men from one village for an individual member's transgressions (Petrie 1904: 31; Quirke 2010: 31) . This would not have been an empty threat: the economic impact of the dig on local communities should not be underestimated (Barmby and Dolton 2006) , although in the case of Jemmeh the work only lasted for a few months. The desirability of gaining when needed, and coordinate workers in a variety of tasks, from building the dig house and improving the roads (diary entries 19 December and 9 January) to standing in for Starkey in the field (16 January). He was said to be someone who ' could do anything if he really set his mind to it' (Tufnell 1985, 6) . Being able to ask workers about the specific findspots of objects, and understand their answers, would also have increased the accuracy of his field recording. At Jemmeh, then, we probably see the beginning of Harding's transition from inexperienced digger to confident professional. It is worth noting that Harding's role is not made clear from the official, published record of the dig, which focuses on archaeological discoveries, rather than the logistics of how they were arrived at. This is where personal accounts such as diaries and letters are so important; the published record, including how a dig is represented in the media, tends to speak with the voice of the director, which can lead to an excavation being seen as an individual achievement, rather than a collaborative effort. Private records help balance out the account.
Petrie as Mentor: Help or Hindrance?
Flinders Petrie was an important influence in Harding's career, giving him his first opportunity to take part in fieldwork abroad, and promoting his academic credentials and practical skills when recommending him to others:
He has studied Egyptian archaeology and language since his coming to University College six years ago. He is well acquainted with the archaeology and the dating of objects, which is essential in field work. He does drawings, plans, and photographs efficiently [...] I do not know any one better fitted to exercise a firm control over the safety of sites, and to be vigilant in conservation and understanding of the importance and meaning of new discoveries (Petrie 1930b ).
In practical terms, though, what did Petrie's support actually mean? When it came to field training, Harding's diary makes it seem as though he was very much thrown into excavation, and apart from his brief time learning how to survey in Wales with Petrie, it is not clear exactly when or where he picked up all the skills he is later praised for. In all probability this was done on the job. Leslie Starkey, as Petrie's field director, would most probably have acted as his immediate supervisor and source of instruction. In addition, Harding's diary does tell us that he was working with at least two of the Egyptian workmen whom Petrie had brought from Quft to help train the local workforce: Hofny Ibrahim, and when he was unavailable, Sadiq Abdeen. This suggests that there may have been a policy of making sure the more inexperienced of Petrie's European staff had at least one good workman in his trench to keep an eye on him and provide some guidance. Certainly, within his Middle Eastern workforce, Petrie advocated putting 'new' men to work alongside more experienced hands (Quirke 2010: 47) ; this would be a similar approach, although the colonial framework in which digs were run at the time, with hierarchical separation of supervisor and workman, probably meant the effectiveness of this strategy would depend very much on the so-called supervisor's willingness to take advice. Harding's interest in learning Arabic, his practice of socialising with 'the men', and his general attitude to his Middle Eastern co-workers, as revealed in his diary entries, suggest he was not particularly interested in maintaining social or cultural barriers, and one suspects he was open to learning from his more experienced Qufti colleagues. There are also hints of Harding learning new skills elsewhere: and so Petrie subsequently describes Harding as 'practising my squeeze drawing' back in London (Petrie 1927c) , and inking and making up plates for publication (Mackay et al. 1929: 36) . His drawing work may also be recognised in several of Petrie's subsequent publications, thanks to the practice of his illustrators initialling their own work (e.g.: Petrie 1930a: pls XXXII, XXXIV). Petrie's approval of Harding can also been seen in their relations after the Jemmeh dig season, where he appears to have kept him working for him in London on a salary of some £200 per year, using him to help organise the annual exhibition (Thornton 2015) , prepare publication material and so on. This was enough to allow Harding to continue on in archaeology, support his widowed mother and, it is said, run a car in London and Palestine (Michael Macdonald pers. comm.). Later on, he was to receive an annual salary of £275 working for Starkey on the Lachish project. These amounts were modest, however, in comparison to the £700 per annum he was eventually to be offered for the Inspectorship of Transjordan (Starkey 1936b ). These sums demonstrate that in the 1930s one did not have to be wealthy and self-funded to take part in archaeology, if you were able to get the right support. Despite the difficulty that Petrie encountered in raising his own dig funds (Sparks 2013b) , he did find ways to pass money down the line, in order to keep good staff in his employ. In a similar vein, Petrie would later use a private donation by Lord Wakefield to his excavations at 'Ajjul to fund the presence of young archaeologist Noel Wheeler on his dig at 'Ajjul (H. Petrie 1933).
Petrie's support, however, was not always an advantage outside his own circle, as there were those who disparaged his methods or found his views and working habits out of date. In 1932, one of his own team at Tell el-'Ajjul, Harris Colt, met privately with the Director of Antiquities, E.T. Richmond, to complain about Petrie's working methods, including the use of inexperienced staff who were inadequately supervised (Drower 1995: 388; Richmond 1932) . Harding himself may also have begun, by that time, to feel that the Professor was becoming too set in his ways (Macdonald 2014) ; certainly, at this point in his career Petrie was becoming increasingly out of step with the antiquities authorities, failing on numerous occasions to satisfy the not-unreasonable conditions of his excavation licenses (e.g. : Drower 1995: 380, 399) . So when Harding applied for the post of Inspector of
